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may succeed in extirpating them, and may discover the means of preventing the 
origin of new forms not now in existence.” 

These are also nearly the views of Dr. B. W. Richardson, upon the same sub¬ 
ject as expressed in two lectures “ On the Medical Aspects of the Germ 
Theory,” delivered before the Medical Society of London, and published in the 
London Medical Times and Gazette for Oct. 29th and Nov. 5th. 1870. They 
are, indeed, the only views in connection with the germ theory, which we con¬ 
sider at all justified by reliable observation and experiment. J. T. 


Art. XXIV. — The Pathology and Treatment of Venereal Diseases: including 
the Results of recent Investigations upon the Subject. By Freeman J. Bum- 
8tead, M.D., Professor of Venereal Diseases at the College of Physicians and 
Surgeons, New York, etc. etc. Third edition, revised and enlarged. With 
illustrations. 8vo. pp. 704. Philadelphia: Henry 0. Lea, 1870. 

Prof. Bumstead’s work is so well known to the profession both abroad and at 
home, and has so long borne the deserved reputation of being the best treatise 
on venereal diseases extant in the English language, that the reviewer’s task 
upon the appearance of a third edition might well be limited to a mere an¬ 
nouncement of the publication of the volume, no words of commendation being 
required to secure for it the favourable reception which it is sure to meet with. 
The whole work, the author tells us in his preface, has undergone a thorough 
revision, and many additions have been made, the chief of which refer to (1) the 
treatment of stricture, due attention being given to the operations of rupture 
and of internal urethrotomy, (2) the subject of visceral syphilis, and (3) that of 
the syphilitic affections of the eyes, the chapter on the latter subject having 
been revised by Dr. E. G. Loring, of the Manhattan Eye and Ear Infirmary. 
A careful inspection of Dr. Bumstead’s new edition has satisfied ns that the 
promises of the preface are amply fulfilled in the body of the work, and that 
the high reputation acquired by previous issues' will be worthily maintained by 
that now offered to the public. 

In reading Dr. Bumstead's pages a few points have seemed to us to call for 
further comment, some of theoretical, some of practical, and some of historical 
interest; but, in calling attention to them, we beg it to be understood that our 
criticism is offered in no invidious spirit, and with a full sense of the importance 
and great value to be attached to any opinion or assertion of the distinguished 
author. In the first place, we cannot but regret that Dr. Bumstead gives even 
the very qualified support which he now does to Clerc’s view that the chancroid 
is a derivative of the chancre: this is a question which is to be considered not 
merely in the light of a few observations made in the practice of syphilization, 
but of all that is known both of the natural history and of the history of the 
two diseases. Indeed we are surprised that Dr. Bumstead does not himself see 
the inconsistency of devoting, as he does, a number of pages to proving that 
the chancroid was and the chancre was not known to the ancients, and then 
admitting even the possibility that the former may be a derivative of the latter: 
surely the derivative cannot have preceded in time that from which it was derived. 
On page 52 we find it asserted that the chancroid is never met with upon the 


' We trust it may not be considered unbecoming to refer in this place to the 
very strong resemblance borne, in some parts, to the early editions of Dr. Bum¬ 
stead’s treatise, by a work on Syphilis, Chanoroid, eto. recently published by an 
Irish surgeon. Dr. J. K. Barton, of Dublin, and which has been very favourably 
reviewed by numerous critics. This resemblance, whioh we do not remember to 
have seen pointed out hitherto, is sufficiently evident on a oareful comparison of 
the two works, and, while we can scarcely believe it to be the result of an acci¬ 
dental coincidence, is, we think, closer than is justified by the not too respeotful 
reference to Dr. Bumstead’s labours found in the author’s preface. 
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head or face, although it may be implanted there by artificial inoculation; a 
statement which is scarcely reconcilable with the facts of Pnche’s and Rofeta’s 
cases quoted on page 328. 

In speaking of Vidal’s plan for the treatment of gonorrhoeal epididymitis 
(page 144), Dr. Bumstead refers to Demarquay’s unfortunate experience, but 
does not allude to similar cases recently reported by Salleron, while the favour¬ 
able results recorded by other modern writers are equally ignored; the criticism 
upon Mr. Henry Smith, of King’s College Hospital, is, we think, unnecessary, since 
that gentleman has, if we mistake not, honestly acknowledged the priority of 
the French surgeon in introducing the mode of treatment in question, in a more 
recent paper than his original communication in the Lancet for 1864. Mr. 
Rouse’s late proposal to cure swelled testicle by the administration of opium 
pills is not mentioned—perhaps is not deserving of mention—but we should like 
to have the opinion of such an authority as Dr. Bumstead upon the subject. 

The chapter on gonorrheal rheumatism does not strike us as being quite up 
to date; we miss any reference to the discussions on this subject at the Soei6t6 
M6dicale des HOpitaux de Paris, and elsewhere, and should like to see some 
slight allusion, even in the way of contradiction, to the pathological theories 
based upon the undoubted analogies between this affection and pytemia. 

The question whether flexible or metallic catheters are to be considered pre¬ 
ferable, is briefly dismissed with the sentence “ Gum-elastic catheters, stiffened 
by a stylet, are sometimes employed, but are far inferior to those of silver.” 
This question, in the abstract, is of course one of judgment and experience, 
and one upon which Dr. Bumstead’s opinion is at least as valuable as that of 
any one else; but we must protest against the implied assertion that those who 
prefer flexible instruments use them with the stylet. For ourselves, we think 
with Sir H. Thompson 1 * 3 that “ the gum-elastic or English flexible instrument is 
very valuable on account of one quality which it possesses,. . . i.e., it will pre¬ 
serve any curve when cooled which” may be applied to it “ under the influence 
of heat.” It is perhaps needless to add that we use the English catheter with¬ 
out the stylet. 

Dr. Bumstead’s views with regard to the use of mercury in primary syphilis 
have undergone considerable modification since the publication of his first 
edition, and he now only employs this drug in exceptional instances, believing 
“ that those cases ultimately do best in which specific treatment is deferred 
until the secondary stage.” We note this change of opinion with a good deal 
of interest, having been ourselves long somewhat skeptical as to the advantages 
to be derived from mercurialization in the treatment of the primary sore. 

The chapters on visceral syphilis are well worth the attention of the student; 
we cannot, however, but regret that no reference is made to the early labours of 
Dr. Reade, of Belfast, in the remarks upon syphilitic affections of the nervous 
system. 

We should like very much to have chapter and verse for Dr. Bumstead’s 
quotation from Aristotle on page 341. This aphorism, of which, by the way, 
Dr. Bumstead gives only a portion,* and that by no means the most curious, is 
one with which we have long been familiar as a jfacetia, the first part of which 
is humorously attributed to Aristotle by Captain Grose in his Classical Dic¬ 
tionary of the Vulgar Tongue, but which we certainly never expected to see, in 
a work of the gravity and dignity of Prof. Bumstead’s, given as a veritable 
quotation from the Stagirite. It occurs also in that remarkable production of 
the celebrated John Wilkes, the “Description of Medmenham Abbey,”* and, if 
we mistake not, in the legend of one of Hogarth’s plates, but further than this 
we have never been able to trace it. Some years since, when we had more 
leisure for classical pursuits than at present, we made, in conjunction with that 
well-known scholar and antiquarian, the late Mr. John Penington, a careful and 
persistent though fruitless search for any part of the sentiment in question, 


1 Clinical Leotnres on Diseases of the Urinary Organs, Phila. 1869, p. 60. 

! The whole is: “ Omne animal post ooitnm triste est, prater gallum galtinacenm, 
et sacerdotera gratis fornioantem.” 

3 The New Foundling Hospital for Wit, edit. 1786, vol. iii. p. 107, note. 
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through Aristotle, or rather through the Latin version of his works, for Aristotle 
of course wrote in Greek; and we may add that though the peculiarities of the 
“ gallus gallinaceus” are freely discussed by vElian, Pliny, and Oolumella, none 
of these writers make any allusion to its special cheerfulness under the cir¬ 
cumstances in question. 

Returning from this digression, we will terminate our brief and imperfect 
notice of Dr. Bumstead's volume, by saying that not only is it the best work on 
venereal diseases, in our language, with which we are acquainted, but one of 
the pleasantest to read. The author’s style, always clear and forcible, is occa¬ 
sionally lit up by a picturesque or slightly humorous turn of thought or ex¬ 
pression, which agreeably serves to prevent that sense of monotony which is so 
apt to attend the perusal of a scientific work, however excellent its doctrines 
may be. 

The book is handsomely printed, and contains very few typographical errors. 
We do, indeed, find on one page Halli Abbas, Rhazis, and Albucasa, instead of 
Haly Abbas, Rhazes, and Albucasis, but for these mistakes the printer is per¬ 
haps not entirely responsible. J. A., Jb. 


Art. XXV.— St. Andrews Medical Graduates’ Association Transactions, 

1869. Edited by Leonard W. Sedgwick, M.D., Honorary Secretary. 8vo. 

pp. 306. London: John Churchill & Sons, 1870. 

The present volume is scarcely equal in the interest and value of its contents 
to its two predecessors, and we confess that our impression after reading it was 
that many of the papers in it had been written under pressure and apparently 
to insure its appearance. Even some of the best of the papers partake rather 
of the nature of reviews than of original essays on the subjects of which 
they treat. Dr. Richardson is still the president of the Association, and 
chose as the subject for his anniversary address “ The Science of Cure." Like 
his other addresses, this one is an admirable and well-written paper, clearly 
indicating many of the obstacles which have hitherto prevented medicine from 
becoming an exact science, and also the true methods of advancement. We 
shall, however, only quote from it the following remarks which he makes in re¬ 
gard to the existence of the vis medicatrix naturae: “In my way of thinking 
the belief has, in the abstract, no basis whatever; by which I mean that nature 
goes her own way without putting out uny hand to us for our special and parti¬ 
cular aid. If nature were a curer, as is supposed, then all diseases were spon¬ 
taneously curable, and all other curera than herself were impostors. But 
nature pursues her way with men as regardless of their infirmities as of their 
powers, her general course being towards some grand and unknown end in. 
which the individual sinks into his true insignificance by the side of the vastness 
of her structures, work, design. * * * The term vis medicatrix natures is, 
in fine, an entire misnomer, except it be limited in application to the simple 
capacity possessed by the organism at given ages or periods of life to resist 
gravitation.” 

The Clinical Examination of the Urine in Relation to Disease. By C. 
Black, M. D., M. R. 0. P., etc. etc.—The object of this paper is to show that 
important deductions are to be drawn from a daily examination of the urine in 
disease in reference to its quantity, density, colour, and to the nature and con¬ 
stitution of the deposits which occur in it, as well as of the adventitious pro¬ 
ducts which are held in solution or suspension by it in some or all of the phases 
of disease. The paper, although well written, is unnecessarily long; all that is 
really important might have been said in half the number of pages. 

The quantity of urine is found to be increased in hysteria, in neuralgia, in the 
beginning of fevers, in diabetes, in the beginning of cirrhosis of the liver, and 
of hypertrophy of ihe heart, and diminished in the hot stage of fevers, in the 
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